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Costs and Returns on Family-Type Sugar
Cane Farms in Louisiana, 1938 to 1949
By
Henry J. Casso, Morris M. Lindsey, and J. Norman Efferson
INTRODUCTION
Detailed farm managemcDt and cost studies of the operation of fam-
ily-type sugar cane farms in Louisiana have been conducted by the
Department of Agricultural Economics of the Louisiana Agricultural
Experiment Station for most of the years since 1938/ For each year
studied, the same general methods of collecting and analyzing the data
were employed for the purpose of making the results from year to year
directly comparable. Records, collected by the survey method, were
obtained from about 500 family-type farm operators in most years.
There were approximately 10,000 family-type sugar cane farmers in Lou-
isiana during the earlier part of the 1938 -49 period; the number declined
to around 6,000 in 1949. The sample studied in most years represents
from five to eight per cent of the total number of farmers in the area.
In the most recent years of the study, 505 records were collected and
analyzed for the 1948 season and 500 for 1949.'
The purposes of this report are: (1) to present the costs, income,
and net returns of family-type sugar cane producers in Louisiana for the
two most recent years studied, 1948 and 1949- (2) to reveal trends in
earnings, costs, and farm organization that have become apparent during
the entire 12-year period, 1938-49, of the study; (3) to point out the major
reasons for the variation in relative returns from year to year; (4) to
summarize an analysis of the major factors affecting the success or
failure of sugar cane growers on family-type farms in the region; and
(5) to outline the labor and machinery requirements and costs in the
Farm Management and Cost Study of 500 Family-Sized Farms in the Louisiana Sugar
Cane Area, 1938 (Louisiana Experiment Station Bulletin No. 314, February, 1940); Costs and
Returns jrom 453 Family-Sized Sugar Cane Farms m 1940 CDepartment of Agricultural
Economics Mimeographed Circular No. 25, March, 1942); Economic Aspects of Sugar Cane
Production in Louisiana, 1941 (Department of Agricultural Economics Mmieographcd Circular
No. 26, June, 1942); Costs and Returns on Family-Type Sugar Cane Farms in Louisiana,
1938 to 1945 (Louisiana Experiment Station Bulletin No. 420, June, 1947); A Study
of Major and Minor Factors Affecting Management and Returns on Family Farms in the Sugar
Cane Area of Louisiana (Department of Agricultural Economics Mimeographed Circular No.
86, September, 1948); Costs and Returns on Family-Type Sugar Cane Farms in Louisiana, 1946
and 1947 (Louisiana Agricultural Experiment Station Bulletin No. 438, March, 1949).
^he field schedules for the 1948 study were collected by Henry J. Casso, David Daniel,
and Morris M. Lindsey; the records for 1949 were collected by Dallas Lea, Roane Hathorn,
and Morris M. Lindsey. The field schedules were checked and tabulated in both years by Erma
Lee Facundus.
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production of sugar cane on family-type farms in Louisiana. The year
by year examination of this 12-year reservoir of economic data has re-
sulted in the discovery of facts of great importance to the Louisiana
sugar cane industry. A continuous study of these long-time results in
relation to those from the most recent years studied permits further
verification of facts already discovered, the determination of new facts,
and the observation of trends in costs, earnings, farm organization, and
farm practices that are of significance to the industry.
This phase of the Louisiana sugar cane cost study series has been
restricted to family-type farms. A family-type farm is a very elastic item
because of differences in intensity. It can be defined best as a farm small
enough so that at least one-half of all the man labor operations required
in the growing or production of the crop and livestock enterprises on
the farm are done by the farm operator and members of his family,
and yet large enough so that at least one-half of the gross income of the
farm family is derived from the farm.
PROCEDURE
The farms selected as the sample for the first year's study, the 1938
crop year, were chosen on the basis of a stratified-random sampling
technique in which a five per cent sample, weighted in accordance with
the importance of the sugar cane enterprise in each parish, was selected
from the lists of sugar cane growers and acreages per farm supplied by
the Agricultural Adjustment Administration. In succeeding years, all of
the producers contacted the previous year were visited and where by
reason of transfer of farm ownership, retirement, or for other reasons
the original cooperators were not available, the next farm adjoining
the one missed was contacted. In this way, the continuity of the original
sample was maintained and the total volume maintained by the selection
of new cooperators to replace those not available. About one-half of
the farms surveyed in 1949, the most recent year of this series of
studies, were the same farms surveyed in 1938.
Each producer selected was visited by a trained enumerator each
year. The enumerator collected from the farmer the detailed results of
his previous year's farming operations, including expenses, receipts, prac-
tices, and capital changes.
There are two common methods of computing costs and net returns
on farms having a specialized enterprise as the main source of income.
The first method is to charge all farm expenses, both direct and indirect,
to the major enterprise and to credit it with the small miscellaneous
sources of income, to result in a "net cost" for the important enterprise.
This method is much simpler, easier and more rapid to use in computing
sugar cane costs and returns but it has the disadvantage of assuming
that the returns from all of the minor small enterprises are enough to
balance off exactly the costs of these enterprises, which may or may not
be true. If the minor enterprises have not paid expenses, this vdll result
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in a higher cost of production for the major enterprise; if the minor
enterprises have shown a profit, the net result will be a lower cost for
the major enterprise.
The second method is to charge as expenses of the most important
enterprise all the direct expenses and then allocate the various indirect
expenses according to the proportion of use on the major enterprise
1 his method is much more difficult to compute and is subject to ques-
tion because of the detailed accounting and allocating procedure involved
but IS probably more accurate on farms where there are several im-
portant enterprises.
Both methods have been used in this analysis of sugar cane costs
and returns on family-type farms in Louisiana; after several years' trial
however, it was found that the income from sugar cane on the farms
studied in this area amounted to 80 to 90 per cent of the total income;
thus, the "net cost'^ method was adopted for the long-time series because
of its simplicity and relative accuracy under such conditions.
COSTS AND RETURNS, 1938-49
Farm organization and practices change with technological advance-
ments, biological discoveries, and changing economic conditions.
Changes in fann organization and practices cause farm costs and farm
earnings to vary from year to year. As a result, most production and
cost trends can be associated directly with economic, technological, or
biological developments. Changes are not the result of the whims' of
individual farmers. For this reason, in examining the trends in sugar
cane costs and returns on family-type farms the underlying physical
and economic causes should be observed.
A brief summary of the organization and average financial results
from the operation of family-type sugar cane farms in Louisiana for the
four most recent years of the study, 1946 to 1949, and averages for the
two preceding 3-year periods are shown in Tables 1 and 2. A more
detailed analysis of the costs and returns for each )'ear on a per farm,
per acre of cane grown, and per ton of sugar cane sold basis is presented
in Appendix Tables I to IV.
Volume of Business
From 1938 to the end of World War II, the average volume of
business of family-type sugar cane farms in Louisiana, as measured
by the acreage in all crops and in sugar cane, gradually declined. For
the 1942-45 period, the farms studied had an average of 82 acres of total
crops per farm and 39 acres in sugar cane (Table 1). By 1946, total
crops per farm had declined to 54 acres and sugar cane to only 25 acres
per farm. This trend of a smaller volume of business apparently was due
to the shortage of available hired labor during and immediately follow-
ing the war. This caused the producers to reduce acreages to fit the
visible supplv of family labor and available local labor.
The total acreage in cropland and in sugar cane for the entire
Louisiana sugar belt did not decline in a similar fashion. On the
larger farms, the reduced labor was replaced with mechanized equip-
ment, especially mechanical sugar cane harvesters. As a result, the
TABLE 1. Number and Size of Family -Type Sugar Cane Farms Surveyed
in the Louisiana Sugar Cane Area, Average 19.38-40-42, 1943-
44-45, and Annual 1946, 1947, 1948 and 1949
1
Average
]
Annual
Item
1
1938-40-42
I
1943-44-45
|
1946
1I
1947
1
1948
1
1949
Number of farms 473 243 503 500 505 500
Acres of cane per farm. 37 39 25 26 27 32
Total acres in crops per farm 81 82 54 54 54 56
Yield of cane per acre 18 23 18 18 22 19
Tons of cane sold per farm 633 823 431 435 580 572
large corporate-type sugar cane farms actually increased average acre-
ages during this period. Because of the large capital requirements for
machinery and the need for a high volume of business to make such
equipment efficient, the small family-size farmers were unable to take
advantage of the new developments in mechanization as rapidly as the
larger farms. After 1946, however, the facts indicate that the volume
of business on the family-type farms has been gradually increased. By
1949, the 500 farms studied planted a total of 56 acres of all crops per
farm, including 32 acres of sugar cane. The practice of custom-har-
vesting of sugar cane on the farms too small to justify an investment
in a cane harvester has slowly increased since 1946. This service has
enabled these family-type producers to increase cane acreage since the
low point at the end of the war.
Average yields per acre for sugar cane on the farms studied
varied from a high point of 23 tons per acre in 1943 and 1945 to only
14 tons per acre in 1940. For the ten years studied, the averge yield was
less than 20 tons in five years, from 20 to 22 tons in three years, and
averaged 23 tons in two years. Yields of sugar cane for the farms studied
were slightly higher in some years than average yields for the state as a
whole but followed the same general trends. With the more expensive
but more careful hand cultivation practices followed by most family-
type growers, somewhat higher yields should be expected.
Over the period studied, family-type sugar cane producers in Lou-
isiana have gradually become more specialized sugar cane producers.
The relative importance of other crops has declined. In 1938, 47 per
cent of the total cropland was planted to sugar cane; in 1949, about 58
per cent of the cropland was in sugar cane. In addition to sugar cane
the most important crop was corn which was planted as the rotation
crop, usually interplanted with soybeans, to prepare the land for plant
cane. The major cash crops other than sugar cane included cotton,
onions, shallots, potatoes, and various truck crops. In most of the years
during the period studied, these crops were more speculative and less
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profitable than sugar cane and many of the familv-tvpe sugar cane
growers have reduced their production of these crops!
Costs and Returns Per Farm
The average costs and retimis per farm for the 5-year period 1938-
42, the 3-year period 1943-45, and annually from 1946 through 1949 are
shown m Table 2. For purposes of simplicity, all farm expenses have
been grouped under two headings, direct farm expenses, and rent and
interest. The first of these groups includes all the usual farm expenses
such as feed, seed, hired labor, repairs, fertilizer, and similar items. The
TABLE 2. Costs and Returns from Producing Sugar Cane on Family-Type
Sugar Cane Farms in Louisiana, Average 1938-40-42, 1943-44-
45, and Annual 1946, 1947, 1948 and 1949
Costs and Returns
per Farm
Direct farm expenses..
Rent and interest
Total
Average
1938-
40-42
Receipts from soufces
other than sugar cane.
Net cost of producing
sugar cane
Total returns from cane
sold
Profit from sugar cane to
pay operator for his labor
Value of farm privileges...
Total cash and non-cash
profits from sugar cane...
Cash returns per month
Non-cash returns per
month
2,542
675
Total returns per month to
pay operator for his labor
3,217
516
2,700
2,644
22
391
336
5
33
28
1943-
44-45
Annual
1946 1947
3,983
1,158
5,141
806
4,335
5,257
922
663
1,585
77
55
132
-Dollars
2,589
825
3,414
540
2,874
3,273
399
537
936
33
45
78
2,746
904
3,650
663
2,987
3,709
722
1,415
60
58
118
1948
3,002
972
3,974
789
3,185
3,860
675
655
1,330
56
55
111
1949
3,283
1,039
4,322
531
3,791
4,198
407
704
1,111
34
59
second group, rent and interest, includes the actual rent paid by the
operators of tenant farms and a computed interest charge of 5 per
cent on the average capital investment for owner-operated farms. In-
terest actually paid by the farmers for the use of borrowed funds was
not included as a cost, since this would have meant including the same
cost twice. This approach placed all farms on the same basis with re-
i;pect to capital charges, regardless of the extent of their borrowings
or the rate of interest actually paid. A detailed breakdown of all the
iadividual items of cost and return is shown in Appendix Table I.
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Total expenses on family-type sugar cane farms have gradually in-
creased since the end of World War II. In 1946, total costs per farm
were $3,414 as compared to $4,322 in 1949. This was due to two major
factors: the prices paid for the major items used in production on these
farms, such as feed, seed, gasoline, and man labor, gradually increased
from 1946 to 1949; in addition, there was a slight increase in the average
volume of business which resulted in somewhat greater total costs. The
net costs of producing sugar cane, or the difference between total costs
and income from sources other than sugar cane, varied in about the
same proportion as total cost—about $900 per farm higher in 1949 than
in 1946.
The net cash profit from sugar cane production to pay the operator
for his labor varied from an average of .1)922 per farm for the 1943-45
period to $399 in 1946, $722 in 1947, $675 in 1948, and $407 in 1949. For
the 10 years studied between 1939 and 1949, these farmers lost money,
on the average, in two years, made from $200 to $500 in five years, and
made peak earnings of from $800 to $900 per farm in three years. On a
monthly basis, these farmers made peak cash earnings of about $75 per
month, or $3 per working day, in 1943, 1944, and 1945, lost $7 per month
worked in 1938 and $50 per month in 1940, and made $34 per month in
1949.
These cost and return data indicate clearly why about 4,000 family-
type sugar cane producers, or approximately 40 per cent of the farmers
producing sugar cane in Louisiana, did not grow sugar cane between
1938 and 1949. Although they did make cash earnings of $3 per day in
the period between 1943 and 1945, the memory of 1940, when instead
of making a profit, they lost about $2 per day, and the knowledge that
in most of the years since 1945 they could earn twice as much or more
than their current level of earnings by working for nearby industries, or
even nearby sugar cane producers, caused many to abandon sugar cane
farming.
There are additional advantages, however, which family-type farmers
have that are not enjoyed by industrial workers and are not reflected in
cash net earnings. These are the so-called farm privileges or non-cash
items of value which a farmer receives by virtue of the fact that he
lives on a farm. If it were not for these non-cash items of value, an
even larger proportion of the family-type sugar cane producers in Lou-
isiana would have left the farm in the 1938-49 period.
For each year studied, all producers surveyed were asked to place
their own values for these non-cash items. The total of these farm privi-
leges averaged $391 per farm for the 1938-42 period, increased to $663
per farm in the 1943-45 period, and amounted to 5^704 per farm in 1949.
This amounted to a non-cash return in addition to cash earnings of $33
per month in the prewar years, $55 per month during the war, and $59
per month in 1949. Farmers' valuations of milk, meat, vegetables, and
fruits produced on the farm and consumed by the farm family tend to
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follow trends in the costs of these products in retail markets, and thus
were higher in 1949 than in earher years.
By adding these non-cash returns to the cash returns, a total earn-
ings figure can be obtained that is comparable to the earnings of indus-
ti-ial workers. For the sugar cane farmers surveyed, total labor earn-
ings for the year's work, including these non-cash items, averaged $28
per month for the prewar period, increased to $132 per month during
the war, and varied from $78 in 1946 to $118 in 1947, $111 in 1948 and
$93 in 1949.
These family-type sugar cane farmers had average capital invest-
ments totaling about $8,000 per farm in the prewar years. During the
war, increased land values plus high costs for tractors and similar equip-
ment items caused an increase to $11,540 per farm, but declining land
values and increased availabilities of machmery reduced this level to
an average of $9,180 in 1949. They valued their own labor at the rate
they could have earned if they had worked for nearby farmers and
varied it from an average of $545 per man per year in the prewar period
to a high point of $1,269 in 1948 and $884 in 1949. If they had charged
the value of their own labor to the farm at these rates during the years
studied, they would have made a return on their capital investment
varying from a loss of about 10 per cent in 1940 to a gain of about 5.4
per cent in the peak year, 1943. In respect to this return on the capital
investment, losses occurred in four of the ten years studied between
1938 and 1949; there was a net return to capital varying from 1 to 4
per cent in four years, and a return of more than 5 per cent in two years.
Costs and Returns Per Acre of Sugar Cane
A summary of the average costs and returns per acre of sugar cane
throughout the period studied is presented in Appendix Table 11. These
data are summarized as averages for the 5-year period 1938-42, the 3-
year period 1943-45, and annual data for 1946 through 1949. The net
cost of producing sugar cane varied from $73 per acre in the prewar
period to $111 during the peak years of the war and to an all-time high
of $120 per acre in 1949. Net costs per acre of sugar cane grown on
family-type farms increased 65 per cent from the prewar period to 1949.
The net cash income over all expenses except the value of the farm-
er s own labor amounted to a loss of $2 per acre in 1938, a loss of $17
per acre in 1940, and a profit of from $12 to $27 per acre from 1942 to
1949. The average net profit per acre in the 1943-45 wartime period
was $24 per acre; net returns in 1947 and 1948 were slightly higher than
this average but returns in 1949 declined to $13 per acre, a new low for
the postwar period.
Costs and Returns Per Ton
A summary of the average costs and returns per ton of sugar cane
sold for the 12-year period studied is presented in Appendix Table III.
These data are summarized as averages for the 5-year period 1938-42,
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and the 3-year period 1943-45, and annual data for 1946 through 1949.
The net cost to the farmer of producing a ton of sugar cane varied from
an average of $4.36 per ton during the prewar period to $5.27 during the
wartime years and averaged $6.62 per ton in 1949. Costs per ton vary
to a greater extent than costs per acre because of the influence of widely
varying yields per acre from year to year. If the value of the operator s
labor which has not been included as a charge to the sugar cane enter-
prise were added to the other costs, the result would be an average cost
of producing a ton of sugar cane of $5.29 in the prewar period, $6.37
during the war, and $8.17 in 1949. These figures are comparable to the
net costs of any business concern using standard accounting methods.
From the point of view of the family-type farmer, who assumes that
his labor is worth what he earns on the farm, the cash profit remaining
to pay him for his labor amounted to a loss of $0.16 per ton in the pre-
war period, a gain of $1.12 per ton during the three peak war years,
and profit varying from $0.93 per ton in 1946 to $1.66 in 1947, $1.26 in
1948, and $0.72 in 1949.
Returns Per Hour of Labor
The average labor returns to the operators of family-type sugar
cane farms in Louisiana for the 5-year prewar period, the 3-year peak
war period, and annual data from 1946 through 1949 are shown in
Appendix Table IV. The farmers surveyed had a cash loss of two cents
per hour worked in the prewar period, made a cash profit of 36 cents
per hour during the war, and cash profits varying from 16 cents per
hour in 1946 to 28 cents in 1947, 26 cents in 1948, and 16 cents per
hour in 1949. In addition, the value of their non-cash farm privileges
varied from 15 cents per hour worked in the prewar period to 26
cents during the war and 28 cents per hour in 1949. Thus their total
returns, including both cash and non-cash earnings, amounted to 13
cents per hour in the prewar years, 62 cents per hour during the war,
and varied from 37 cents in 1946 to 55 cents in 1947, 52 cents in 1948,
and 44 cents in 1949.
The farmer's estimate of the value per hour of his own labor was
about equal to the cash return per hour for the entire 1938-49 period
as a whole, although variations occurred from year to year. The average
minimum wage rate set by the Department of Agriculture under the
provisions of the Sugar Act also were reasonably close to the average
earnings of the family-type farmers surveyed. In three of the ten years
studied, the hourly earnings of these family-type Farmers were much
lower than the established minimum wage rates; in two years the earn-
ings were at about the same level, and in five years the hourly earnings
of the farm operators were about 10 cents per hour higher than the
minimum wage rates for hired labor.
For the entire 1938-49 period, family-type sugar cane farmers
valued their own labor at about the same rate as the actual earnings
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from the sugar cane enterprise. Thus, they received about the same
returns working on their own farms as they would have by working for
nearby farmers.
Average Costs and Returns for the 12-year Period, 1938-49
A summary of the average costs, returns, and net profits for all of
the farms studied for the entire 12-year period, 1938 to 1949, is shown in
Table 3. These data are computed on the basis of a simple average of
the results for each year studied. A simple average was used because
the number of farms studied varied from more than 500 in some years to
110 in another. A weighted average would overemphasize the results
of the years in which a relatively large number of records was obtained.
TABLE 3. Costs and Returns for Family Farms in the Louisiana Sugar
Cane Area for the 12-Year Period, 1938-49
Annual Average for 12-Year Period
Costs and Returns Per
Farm
Per Acre
of all
Crops
Per Acre
of
Cane
Per Ton
of Cane
Sold
Farm Receipts
Cane sold for sugar*..
Other crops sold „
-Dollars-
Livestock & livestock products..
Other income
Total receipts
Farm Expenses
Hired labor
Unpaid family labor**
Fertilizer
Feed, seeds, and plants
Machinery and building costs..
Land rent***
Interest***
All other farm expenses
Total expenses
Income
Labor income „
Value of farm privileges..
Labor earnings
Value of operator's time..
Return to capital
Per cent return to capital
Capital investment, dollars..
Acres in all crops..
Acres in cane
Tons of cane sold..
3,874 54.55 113.93 6.11
424 5.97 12.48
.67
75 1.05 2.20 .12
150 2.11 4.41
.23
4,523 63.68 133.02 7.13
1,441 20.29 42.37 2.27
267 3.76 7.85
.42
220 3.10 6.47
.35
126 1.77 3.72
.20
534 7.52 15.70
.84
470 6.61 13.82
.74
454 6.39 13.35
.72
531 7.48 15.62
.84
4,043 56.92 118.90 6.38
480 6.76 14.12
.75
575 8.09 16.91
.91
1,055 14.85 31.03 1.66
.
796 11.21 23.41 1.26
138 1.94 4.06
.22
2
8,966 126 263 14
71 1
34 1
634 9 19
Total receipts from cane sold, including government payments.
**Value of unpaid family labor at the going wage rate, not including the labor of
the farm operator.
***Includes land rent at actual cost and interest on owned investment at 5 per cent
of the value of the depreciated assets.
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For the entire period, the farms studied had an average annual
volume of business of 71 acres in all crops, 34 acres in sugar cane, 634
tons of cane sold per farm per year, and a capital investment of $8,966
per farm. They obtained a 12-year average sugar cane yield of 19 tons
per acre and had an average capital investment of $14 per ton of cane
sold.
During the 1938-49 period, these family-type sugar cane farmers
produced sugar cane at an average cost of $119 per acre, or $6.38 per
ton of cane sold; this did not include the value of the unpaid labor of the
farm operator as a cost. Of the total expenses, 42 per cent was for direct
labor costs, 23 per cent for rent and interest, 13 per cent for machinery
and building repairs, and 22 per cent for all other costs.
The average annual gross income for the 12-year period amounted to
$133 per acre, or $7.13 per ton of cane sold. Of this amount, $6.11 per
ton, or 86 per cent, was income from sugar cane. About 9 per cent of
the total income was from other crops sold, including cotton, potatoes,
and truck crops, 2 per cent was from sales of livestock and livestock prod-
ucts, and the remaining 3 per cent included income from various sources
such as soil conservation payments and work off the farm.
The labor income, or the amount of cash remaining to pay the farm
operator for his year s work on the farm, averaged $480 per farm per
year, $14 per acre of sugar cane produced, or $0.75 per ton of cane sold.
In addition, these farmers received an average of $575 per year, or
$0.91 per ton of cane sold, in the form of the non-cash value of the farm
perquisites or privileges produced by the farm and used by the farm
family. The total labor earnings for the period, including both cash
and non-cash income, averaged $1,055 per farm per year, or $1.66 per
ton of sugar cane sold.
If the records are adjusted according to the usual accounting meth-
ods used by business firms in which all labor is included as a cost
and the value of the farmer's own labor is added to obtain a net income
representing the return to the capital investment, the result is an aver-
age return to capital of $138 per year on a capital investment of about
$9,000. This is an average annual capital return of less than 2 per cent.
These facts indicate that the family-type sugar cane farmers in
Louisiana who remained in production throughout the war and early
postwar years did not operate at a loss. They had an average monthly
level of earnings for the 12-year period of about $90 per month, including
both cash and non-cash items of income. This level probably is consider-
ably less than that earned by their neighbors who left their farms and
went to work for wartime industries. On the other hand, these pro-
ducers did have, and still have, a fairly stable job. They have main-
tained their capital investments and earned some return on this capital,
and they have had, and still have, more freedom of action and greater
security than their neighbors who left the farm.
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ORGANIZATION AND OPERATION OF
FAMILY-TYPE SUGAR CANE F.4JIMS
For the most efficient interpretation and use of the cost and returndata, a background should be obtained of the essential physical and
sTdTed "t?
°"
'''T'
*° '^"^ -sanitation and operationVthe farms
sidled. This series of annual studies of family-type sugar cane produc-
ts
on of mT^Lv" *™"8h 1949 has made poLble the'^collec-
Xer h^ theT'' °" '^"ga^ cane farming in the regionoaier t an he usual cost and return data. Some of the more important
of this related information follows.
Tenure
In the 19.3.8-42 prewar period, about 29 per cent of the farmers
surveyed owned all the land they operated; .31 per cent operated as pa
aZiHon^n 'TTs ' P'"^^ °" ^^'"^'^ li^^d and rentingdd ti al land; 18 per cent rented their farms for a stipulated cash sum
agreed on between the landlord and tenant at the beginning of thegrowing season; and the remaining 22 per cent rented their farms on
a snare basis. The most usual share-rent arrangement was for thetarm operator to pay one-fourth of the cane, com, and cotton crop forthe use of the entire farm, including a house in which to live and the
usual fann buildings for care of livestock and storage of farm products
7 1, r^'^' r *f arrangement, the tenant sup-plied all the workstock, equipment, seed, and fertilizer used in making
ttie crop and made all managerial decisions.
During the 12-year period covered by these studies, there were noimportant changes in the relative tenure of the farmers studied ^Appen-
fu It % '^'^^"t yea^ covered, 32 per cent ofthe 500 farmers surveyed, were full owners, 23 per cent were part
owners and renters, 15 per cent were cash renters, and 30 per cent
were share renters. There was a slight decline during the period in the
number of part owners and a shght increase in the relative number of
share renters. This is accounted for by the fact that the total number
ot farms m the area declined substantially during the 12-year period
and those producers leaving their farms for other occupations usually
formSr"
°^ ^'^"'^ and rented it on shares to nearby
A special study of farm costs and returns in different tenure
groups made in 1946 and checked with later data indicates that there
was httle difference in relative costs and net rehirns in the various
tenure groups. The rented farms in most years were the larger farms
and any advantage in lower capital costs in ownership was offset by
the lower costs obtained by the larger volume of business possible
when additional land was rented.
Capital Investment
Total capital investment of owner-operated family-type farms in
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the Louisiana sugar cane area averaged $12,000 per farm in 1942 but
increased to more than $13,000 per farm in 1949 (Appendix Table VI).
The increase in capital investment needed to operate a somewhat
smaller average sized farm in 1949 as compared with 1942 was due
to increased land values, advancing building costs, and a somewhat
larger total investment in machinery and equipment. On the rented
farms, in which the land and buildings were financed by the land owners,
the average capital investment increased from about $1,000 per farm
in 1942 to almost $3,000 in 1949. The increase in this case was due al-
most entirely to larger investments in tractors and other equipment.
In both the owner and the renter groups, there was a significant de-
cline in the investment in workstock. For the most part, these pro-
ducers were gradually replacing workstock with mechanical power.
The net result of this mechanization trend has been to increase the
capital requirements for sugar cane farming on both owner and tenant
farms.
On the owner-operated farms in 1949, 42 per cent of the total
investment was in land, 33 per cent in buildings, 7 per cent in live-
stock, and 18 per cent in machinery and equipment. For the tenant
farms, 74 per cent of their total investment was in machinery and
equipment and 26 per cent in livestock. In both groups, there was a
gradual trend in the 1940 to 1949 period to increase the relative in-
vestment in machinery and equipment and to decrease the investment
in workstock.
Workstock Use and Costs
The average mule on the family-q/pe sugar cane farm during the
1938-49 period worked about 1,000 hours per year, cost $150 at the
age of three or four years broken for field work, and had an average
useful life on the farm of eight years after the purchase date. The
average family-type sugar cane farm was a typical four-mule farm
during the prewar period but, with the increase in tractor use, changed
to a two-mule, one-tractor farm in 1949.
In 1938 mule work cost family-type sugar cane producers an aver-
age of 14 cents per hour, but increased to 16 cents in 1942, 26 cents
in 1945, and 29 cents in 1949 (Appendix Table VII). The most impor-
tant factors causing this increase of more than 100 per cent in work-
stock costs per hour were the increased expenses for grain and hay for
feed and the higher costs for man labor needed for care and main-
tenance of workstock. In 1949, total feed costs accounted for 68 per
cent of all expenses, labor costs were 15 per cent, and other costs,
including depreciation, veterinary and medicine, shoeing, and the like,
were 17 per cent of all expenses.
Tractor, Truck, and Auto Use and Costs
Of the 500 family-type sugar cane farms studied in 1938, 85 had
tractors for use on the farm. In 1949, 12 years later, 392 of the 500
farms surveyed owned tractors for use in their sugar cane farming
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operations. The shift from mule to tractor power on family-type sugar
cane farms in Louisiana in the 1938-49 period was the most important
change m the farm organization of producers in the region during this
time. In 1938, only 17 per cent of the farms had tractors. This ratio
increased to 35 per cent in 1945 and to almost 80 per cent in 1949 The
addition of tractors to family-type sugar cane farms was greatly accel-
erated after the end of World War II when tractors and tractor equip-
ment became available.
In the 10-year period 1938-47, familv-type sugar cane producers
used their tractors an average of 118 nine-hour days oer year and had
average costs not including the labor expenses of the tractor operator
of $0.64 per hour of use. Cash operating costs for fuel, oil and grease,
and repairs accounted for 54 per cent of the total expenses, while over-
head costs were 46 per cent of the total (Appendix Table VIII).
With the increased number of tractors on sugar cane farms, the
average annual use per tractor graduallv declined. In 1949, tractors
were used on the average only 86 nine hour days during the year.
Because of the decline in usage and increased cost for fuel and materials
as well as higher overhead costs due to advancino; prices for tractors,
the cost per nine-hour day of use increased to $0.94 in 1949.
In 1938, 15 per cent of these sugar cane producers owned trucks
for farm use, and the relative number increased to 26 per cent by 1949.
Most of these trucks were small one-half
-ton to one-ton trucks, generally
purchased on used-car lots and used on the farms for general farm work
such as transporting feed, supphes, and labor, and in some cases cane
from the field to the derrick. The tmcks studied throughout the period
were used to the extent of 5,000 to 6,000 miles annually. In 1949, the
depreciated average value per truck studied was $777; this was an in-
crease of about $200 per truck over prewar average values (Appendix
Table IX).
Truck costs averaged about seven cents per mile during the 1938-47
10-year period but increased to nine cents per mile in 1948 and 1949.
Both operating costs, mostly expenses for gasoline, tires, and repairs
and overhead costs gradually increased from 1945 to 1949. In 1949,'
operating costs accounted for 61 per cent of total expenses, while
overhead costs were 39 per cent of all costs.
Slighdy more than one-half of the family-type sugar cane farmers
studied during the 12-year period owned automobiles, which they
operated for both farm and personal use. These cars, as in the case
ot trucks, usually were purchased at used-car lots and were used relative-
ly little m comparison with the normal mileage of new cars. The cars
studied were driven 6,000 to 7,000 miles annually, were valued at $395
per car in the 1938-47 period and $576 per car in 1949, and were used
tor farm purposes to the extent of 50 to 60 per cent of the total mile-
age (Appendix Table X).
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Total costs per mile varied from about three cents in 1938 to almost
five cents for the average of the 1937-47 ten-year period and from five to
six cents per mile in 1948 and 1949.
Man Labor
Along v^ith the financial and physical data collected from family-
type sugar cane farmers for the 1938-45 period, information relative to
the actual days and hours of man labor used on the farm also was ob-
tained. In the earher years of the period, less than one-fourth of the
farmers studied had tractors, and even on the farms with tractors much
of the power work was still done with mules. In this period, the typical
family-type sugar cane farm consisted of a man-and-four-mule unit. By
1949, more than three-fourths of the producers had tractors but they
still maintained an average of two mules per farm. In 1949, the typical
family-type sugar cane farm was a combined two-mule, one-tractor
power unit.
On any farm, the amount of man labor required to produce a crop
varies widely from year to year, depending on the condition of the fields,
the quality of the hired labor, weather conditions, degree of grass and
weed infestation, the yield per acre, and many similar factors as well as
the degree of mechanization. Because of these reasons, any labor
requirement data cannot be considered completely accurate indicators
of the exact labor needed on a specific individual farm. If such informa-
ton is assembled from the experience of a large group of farmers over
a period of years, however, it can be considered a fairly rehable guide
to measure relative labor requirements from area to area or for differ-
ent groups of farms in the same region.
Earlier studies in the prewar mule-farming period have indicated
that the average labor requirements for planting, growing, and harvest-
ing one acre of sugar cane amounted to 184 hours of man labor. A special
study of labor costs and requirements in 1949 indicated that the total
man hours required per acre of cane produced averaged 155. Of this
amount, 47 hours per acre were used in planting and growing the crop,
66 hours in all harvesting operations on sugar cane, and 42 hours in
other farm work including producing the corn crop in rotation, cleaning
out ditches, and similar items (Appendix Table XI).
These data indicate that the shift from primarily mule power to
the combined mule-power operation on family-type sugar cane farms has
been accompanied by a reduction in the amount of man labor required.
There is no doubt that such a reduction has occurred, but there is some
question as to the extent of this man labor saving. In the earlier prewar
period, there were no sugar cane harvesters. In 1949, about 5 per
cent of the family-type operators studied hired their crop cut on a
custom-harvest basis, thus transferring the man labor cost to a hired-
machine cost. They replaced labor dollars with machine dollars. In addi-
tion, almost one-half of these family-type farmers hired some machinery
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work in peak cultivating periods and/or in hauling the crop from the field
to the derrick. As a result, a large part of the indicated reduction in
man hour requirements has actually been a substitution of hired machin-
ery, mcluding the man on the machine, for the farmer and his regular
hired help behind the mule.
In 1949, the average farmer worked 212 nine-hour days on his farm
during the year. He estimated this to be worth $4.15 per day. Other
family labor on the farm amounted to 59 days and was valued at $3.57
per day. In addition to these workers, an average of 271 nine-hour
days of hired farm labor was used per farm. This hired labor cost $3.17
per day for sugar cane growing jobs, $4.47 per day for sugar cane har-
vesting jobs, and $3.37 per day for other work on the farm. The aver-
age family-type sugar cane farm, with 32 acres in sugar cane, 24 acresm all other crops, 2 mules, and 1 tractor, utilized a total of 542 nine-
hour days of man labor. Of this labor, 39 per cent was that of the farm
operator, 11 per cent was other family labor, and 50 per cent was hired
labor. Most of the hired labor was used in November and December
to harvest the sugar cane crop.
FACTORS AFFECTING NET RETURNS ON FAMILY-TYPE FARMS
IN THE LOUISIANA SUGAR CANE AREA
The unit costs and returns and the profits or losses per farm from
the operation of family-type sugar cane farms in Louisiana are affected
by a great number of different factors, some under the control of the
management and many beyond the control of the individual operators
In this area, the major factors determining the relative costs and returns
per farm from year to year are indicated to be the annual variations in
the size of the crop, which are the result of weather conditions during
the growing season; the kind of prevailing weather during the harvesting
season and the presence or absence of damaging frosts; the sucrose con-
tent per ton of cane harvested, which is determined in the short run by
the weather; and the price received for sugar cane, which is based on
the usual cane-purchase contract according to the price of raw sugar
The favorable or unfavorable effect of the first three of these four im-
portant factors is dependent, in any one year, on the weather, which is
unpredictable. The favorable or unfavorable effect of the last factor the
price of sugar cane, is dependent on raw sugar prices which' are
established at national and international levels.
In any given year under the same climatic conditions and the same
price structure, however, there are still variations from farm to farm in
costs, returns, and net profts; thus, there are still other reasons for
variations m returns in addition to the major ones hsted previously.
These factors causing one producer to have lower costs and higher re-
turns than another in the same area and in the same year are both
physical and economic in character. The physical factors include selec-
tion of varieties; disease and insect control; methods of planting, culti-
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vating, fertilizing, and harvesting; and many others. The economic fac-
tors include the wide range of managerial operations and decisions
during the operation of a farm.
Numerous studies and observations have shown that the first rule
of success in sugar cane production, or in any other type of farming,
is to know the common farm practices and methods of the region. This
is the reason why one frequently observes successful farmers who have
no education, business experience, or other special training other than
their years of experience on the farm. Also, many examples can be
pointed out of well-trained educated business men or farmers from
other areas who started off in sugar cane farming and made a dismal
failure because of this lack of experience or knowledge of the common
farm practices of the area. Thus, the first step towards success in sugar
cane farming on a family-type unit is to know, and be able to do well,
all the practical jobs connected with the growing and harvesting of sugar
cane. It is the conclusion of most farm management specialists that if
a prospective farmer does not have that experience in the area in which
he intends to farm, then he will be better off in the long run to go to
work for a successful producer in the area who knows his job and to
learn from him for a few years while doing the job rather than to start
out on his own immediately and take the chance of losing everything.
A second important rule of success in farming is to know the
scientific principles of crop and livestock production and especially the
detailed peculiarities of the production of a specialized crop such as
sugar cane. Many successful sugar cane farmers have gained this "know
how'' the hard way, through trial and error, observation of others, a
thorough study of all available literature on the subject, and day-by-
day study of their special problems. Regardless of the source of
the facts on scientific principles of crop and livestock production, sugar
cane farming is a business and may become a very expensive hobby if
the farmer does not know what he is doing, why he is doing it, and why
he is not trying out some other way. If in doubt about some special
practice, he should look around and see what the great majority of the
neighbors are doing, and do likewise. The conservative procedure to
follow is to allow the other fellow who has money enough to gamble
to do the experimenting or let the agricultural experiment station do it;
then when the practice is proved, adopt it.
A third important rule leading towards success in sugar cane
farming on family-type units is to know and use the business principles
in accordance with which the common farm practices and scientific
principles should be appHed. These are the so-called farm manage-
ment principles and were not important in the days when each farm
was a self-sufficient unit producing all that was needed for a livelihood
and selling very little, but have become more and more important
since farming has become specialized and more of a business rather
than a way of life. Since this series of studies has been limited to a
statistical analysis of the financial results of the operation of family-
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type sugar cane farms, a study of the effect of the appHcation of these
different business principles on costs and returns has been made but no
attempt was made to study the physical and internal-management prob-
lems of the family-type sugar cane farmers involved in the first two
rules of success as listed, although it is recognized that differences do
exist and that these variations cause much of the final difference in
returns.
The economic factors that were found to be important in affecting
costs and returns, as determined from the statistical analysis of the
family-type sugar cane farms surveyed from 1938 to 1949, are size of
farm, yield per acre, the balance of the farm business, and efficiency in
the use of labor and machinery.
Size of Farm
The average size of the family-type sugar cane farm in Louisiana
in 1949 was about 90 acres, of which 32 acres were in sugar cane, 24 in
other crops—mostly com—10 in pasture, and the remainder in woods
and drainage ditches. The typical farm of this size was operated with
one team of mules and one tractor and had about $2,500 invested in
horse-drawn and tractor equipment. From 1938 to 1949, there were
some changes in the average size. In 1938, these producers averaged 41
acres of sugar cane per farm. This acreage declined to a low point of
25 in 1945 and then gradually increased to 32 in 1949. The major
reasons for the decline were the shortage of labor and the difficulties
of family-type farmers in obtaining and financing equipment which
would be efficient with their relatively small volume of business, during
the war years. After the end of the war, increasing availability of satis-
factory equipment and a gradual increase in the practice of custom
tractor work and custom machine harvesting enabled the farmers, as
a whole, to increase tlie average size of business.
All of the farms, however, were not of the typical or average size.
In 1949, 178 producers, or about 36 per cent of all growers studied,
had less than 16 acres in sugar cane. On the other hand, 13 per cent
of these sugar cane farmers grew more than 60 acres of sugar cane per
farm. The remaining 51 per cent had acreages ranging from 16 to 59
acres per farm.
Within the hmits of the size of the family-type farms studied, the
larger the size of the farm business as measured in terms of the acreage
of all crops or the acreage in sugar cane, the lower were the costs of
producing sugar cane and the greater were the profits from the entire
farm business.
In 1949, for instance, the 178 producers growing less than 16 acres
of sugar cane per farm had an average labor income of only $184 per
farm while the 148 growers with more than 40 acres of cane earned
$823 per farm (Appendix Table XII). This general relationship of size
to net returns has held true in all the years studied from 1938 through
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1949, with the exception of 1940. The year 1940 was one of the most
disastrous years in the recent history of the Louisiana sugar cane area
owing to weather conditions which caused yields to be only about 60
per cent of normal; in such a year, the larger the size of the farm, the
greater are the losses.
The analysis of the data for the 12-year series indicates that on the
j-elatively large family-type farms, the producers obtained lower costs
and higher returns per unit and per farm because of the larger volume
of business and because of the higher efficiency obtained in the use of
man labor and machinery. They produced and harvested larger acre-
ages and greater tonnages per man and had lower costs per unit for
workstock and tractors because of full utilization of these items.
The 12-year analysis leads to the conclusion that under Louisiana
conditions a farm of about 100 acres in crops and 50 to 60 acres in sugar
cane is needed to maintain an efficient family-type sugar cane farm.
Yield per Acre
Farm management studies throughout the United States have
shown that within the actual practices of farmers, the higher the crop
yields, the higher are the net returns from fanning. Farms with high
yields pay higher returns in depression periods as well as in normal or
favorable years. Also, good yields of crops and high production rates
for animals are the most important factors in obtaining low costs of
production. Farmers with high production rates have lower costs per
unit and make higher returns per hour of labor than farmers with lower
production efficiency.
This general relationship holds true for sugar cane production on
family-type units and is probably the most important factor determin-
ing the success or failure of a sugar cane producer. In 1949, for instance,
with an average yield of 19.4 tons per acre for the entire 500 farms
studied, there were 38 producers, or about 8 per cent, who obtained
less than 12 tons per acre (Appendix Table XIII). Fifty-two per cent of
the growers surveyed in 1949 obtained less than 20 tons of sugar cane
per acre. On the other hand, 42 growers, or about 8 per cent, had aver-
age yields ranging from 28 to 35 tons per acre.
In 1949, the 106 producers who averaged less than 15 tons per
acre had an average labor income of minus $232 per farm. Those with
yields ranging from 15 to 23 tons per acre made $328 per farm, while
the high-yield group, averaging 27 tons per acre, had an average labor
income of $1,125. Similar relationships have occurred in all the years
in which this series of studies has been conducted.
Since the yield of cane is one of the most important factors deter-
mining costs, all things that tend to increase yields at a reasonable cost
should be given special consideration. These Louisiana studies indicate
that in a normal season a family-type sugar cane producer must make
an average yield of 20 tons or more per acre if he is to make a reasonable
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profit on the enterprise. A basic conclusion of these results is that the
sugar cane grower who plans to remain in business for any length oftune must develop all possible ways of increasing yields.
Diversification of Enterprises
There are very few cases in agriculture where one product pays
well enough to justify complete dependence on it and to justify idle-
ness part of the year. In the Southern States, especially, the more prof-
itable family-type farms are those which have a diversified farm busi-
ness with a combination of both crop and livestock enterprises. Unfor-
tunately, however there is no single combination of enterprises which
wili fit all mdividual farms within an area. Thus, the exact combina-
tion or arrangement of enterprises is an individual problem in each
area and for each farmer.
The Louisiana sugar cane area appears fairly well adapted from the
standpoint of climatic and soil conditions to the production of a large
number of different farm products. Because of the lack of market out-
lets for a large volume of certain truck crops and the lack of low-cost
pasture lands essential to the production of certain commodities such
as beef, however, there appear to be very few enterprises that can be
used to supplement sugar cane production. Nevertheless, the possibihties
for diversification in this area do exist and in some cases are indicated
to be profitable.
These studies from 1938 to 1949 show that on the fairly largefamily-type sugar cane farms where yields of sugar cane were average
or above, the larger the percentage of the total acreage planted to
sugar cane and the smaller the dependence on other sources of in-
come, the lower were the costs for producing cane and the greater werethe total profits from the entire farm business (Appendix Table XV) Thelarger of these farms, averaging from 50 to 100 acres in sugar cane pa-farm, were efficient enough in the production of sugar cane so that the
more they specialized in sugar cane alone, the more they made
For the many smaller family-type farms, however, a different re-
sul IS indicated. For such farms, averaging 2 to 15 acres in sugar cane
IqIq ^"rV" I "'T' each year studied in the1938-1949 period show that the producers in this size group who special-ized m sugar cane production alone made lower total returns from theyears work than did those who had other crop enterprises in addition
to sugar cane and corn.
In the northern part of the sugar cane belt the enterprises that
appeared to be best suited for combining with the cane crop on these
small farms were onions, Irish potatoes, and cotton. In the eastern part
of the area, strawberries, shallots, and early snap beans were planted
most frequently with success in most years by the small growers. In the
central part of the cane belt, shallots and early Irish potatoes supplied
additiona income for the small growers, while in the western areasweet potatoes, rice, and canning crops such as okra, snap beans, and
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pepper appeared to be supplementary enterprises to sugar cane on the
small family-type farms.
Efficiency in the Use of Labor
Good labor efficiency increases farm returns in all areas. Labor
efficiency refers to the amount of productive work accomphshed per
man working on the farm; in general, the more work accomphshed per
man, the greater are the profits. Efficiency in the use of man labor
is especially important in periods of high prices or in areas of high
labor costs. Large farms with poor labor efficiency are usually among
the least profitable units. The advantages obtained by a large size
business can be maintained only by efficient use of all available labor.
On the farms studied, there appeared to be a wide variation in the
amount of productive work accomplished per man. The least efficient
group produced sugar cane at the rate of 4 to 6 acres per man, those
of medium efficiency had rates of accomplishment of 8 to 10 acres per
man, while the most efficient producers from the standpoint of labor
utilization grew and harvested cane at the rate of 16 to 24 acres per
man. In all the years studied, the average labor earnings per farm
were about twice as high for the group with medium labor efficiency
as compared with the lowest group and were from two to three times
as high for the group with the most efficient use of labor as compared
with those with medium efficiency.
These studies indicate that the producers who obtained the high-
est labor efficiency were those who had relatively large-sized farms
so that there was work to be done throughout the year, those who organ-
ized and planned their work in advance, and those who had sufficient
machinery and equipment of the proper type and size to do each job in
the most efficient manner. In addition, there is still another factor
associated with labor efficiency which cannot be measured statistically
but which was the cause of some of the variations; that is the desire
and the inclination to work.
SUMMARY
1. Detailed farm management and cost studies of the operation
of family-type sugar cane farms in Louisiana have been conducted by
the Department of Agricultural Economics of the Louisiana Agricul-
tural Experiment Station annually from 1938 through 1949, with the
exception of two years, 1939 and 1941. This report summarizes the re-
sults of this series of studies for the 12-year period.
2. Records were collected from approximately 500 farmers in most
years. The annual sample studied represented from 5 to 8 per cent
of the total number of sugar cane farmers in the area.
3. From 1938 to the end of World War II, the average volume of
business of family-type sugar cane farmers in Louisiana gradually de-
clined. In 1938, they grew 41 acres of sugar cane per farm; by 1945, this
had declined to 25 acres. This trend was apparently due to the shortage
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of available hired labor during and immediately following the war
^mce 1945, the cane acreage per farm has gradually increased to post-
war peak of 32 acres per farm in 1949.
4. Average yields per acre of sugar cane fluctuated from a highpomt of 23 tons in 1943 and 1945 to only 14 tons in 1940. For the
period studied, the average yield was less than 20 tons in five yearsfrom 20 to 22 tons in three years, and averaged 23 tons in two years
The net profit to pay the farmer for his labor varied from an
average of $922 per farm for the 1943-45 period to $399 in 1946H ^u^^' ^^^^ ^4^7 1949. For the entire period
l^nn , ^^r"^^'' ^""'^ "'^^^>^ years, made from $200 tomo per farm m five years, and made peak earnings of from $800 to $900
per farm m three years. On a monthly basis, these producers had peak
cash earmngs of about $75 per month in 1943, 1944, and 1945 lost $7 per
month worked in 1938 and $50 per month in 1940, and made $34 per
month in 1949. ^
6. The net cash cost of producing a ton of sugar cane varied from
an average of $4.36 per ton during the prewar period to $5.27 during
the wartime years and averaged $6.62 per ton in 1949. Adding to
these figures the value of the farmer s own labor to obtain a cost
equivalent to the cost of a business concern, the result was an ax-erage
cost per ton varying from $5.29 in the prewar period to $6.37 during the
war and $8.17 in 1949. ^ ^ g
7. For the entire period, family-type sugar cane farmers produced
sugar cane at an average cost of $119 per acre, or $6.38 per ton of cane
sold, not mcluding the value of the farm operator's labor as a cost
Gross mcome for the period averaged $133 per acre of sugar cane, or$7.13 per ton of cane sold. The labor income, or the amount of cash
remammg to pay the farmer for his year's work on the farm, averaged$480 per farm, $14 per acre of sugar cane produced, or $.75 per ton of
cane sold.
8 The typical family-type unit in the prewar period was a four-
mule farm; less than one-fourth of the producers studied had tractors
one-third had trucks, and about two-thii'ds had a family automobile
which was used for farm and personal use. By 1949, however the t\picalfarm was a OM-traetor, two-mule fann. About 80 per cent of the famis
surveyed m 1949 owned tractors. The shift from mule to tractor power
on family-type sugar cane farms in the 1938-49 period was the mostimportant change in faim organization of the region during that time
• A
co^ts varied from 14 cents per hour in^tlie prewarperiod to 29 cents m 1949; tractors were operated at a total ^st of
61 cents per hour in 1938 and 94 cents in 1949; truck e.xpenses ^•ariedtrom less than 6 cents per mile in 1938 to 9 cents in 1949; and auto-
mobile costs were about 3 cents per mile in 1938 and 6 cents in 1949
10. The financial results of this series of studies of famih-tNpe
sugar cane farms show that in any given year and under tlie' same
climatic conditions and the same price structure, there are still variations
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from farm to farm in costs, returns, and net profits. The major eco-
nomic factors influencing net returns were found to be the size of
the farm, the yield of cane per acre, the proportion of the cropland
planted to cane, and the relative efficiency of the use of man labor.
11. Within the limits of the size of the family-type farms studied,
the larger the size of the farm business, the lower were the costs of pro-
ducing sugar cane and the greater were the profits from the entire
farm business. A size of farm of about 100 acres in crops of which 50
acres are in sugar cane is indicated to be needed to maintain the most
efficient family-type sugar cane farm.
12. The most important single factor influencing the financial
success of the farms studied was the yield per acre of sugar cane. In
all years studied, the producers obtaining relatively high yields had
lower costs per unit and higher net returns. The facts indicate that in
a nomial season the farmer who does not average a 20-ton yield on his
entire acreage is also the one who does not make a profit on the enter-
prise.
13. The larger of the family-type farms, averaging from 50 to 150
acres in sugar cane, were efficient enough in the production of cane
so that the more they specialized in sugar cane alone, the more they
made. The smaller family-type farms, with 2 to 15 acres in cane, made
greater total returns for the year when they diversified their farm busi-
nesses by the addition of other cash crop enterprises and were not com-
pletely dependent on the sugar cane crop for all cash income.
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TABLE I.
APPENDIX
per Farm on Family-Type Sugar
Cane Farms in Louisiana, Average 1938-40-42, 1943-44-45,
Annual 1946, 1947, 1948, and 1949
Item
Average Annual
Farm Receipts:
Cane sold for suj
Other crops sold.
Other income
Livestock & livestock products
Total
Farm Expenses:
Hired labor 1^52
Unpaid labor**
Fertilizer
Feed, seeds, and plants
Machinery & bldg. costs...
Land rent***
Interest***
All other expenses
Total
1
1938-40-42
1
1943-44-45
1
1946
1
1 1
1947
1
1948
1
1949
—Dollars-
2,644 5,257 3,273 3,709 3,860 4,198
322 508 392 460 626 275
109 230 84 117 109 169
86 68 64 86 54 87
3,161 6,063 3,813 4,372 4,649 4,729
,25 2,110 1,067 1,027 1,154 1,080
230 313 224 339 275 205
141 244 193 226 293 336
96 128 148 170 122 146
294 533 687 750 840 581
277 581 452 498 590 580
397 577 373 406 382 459
530 656 270 234 318 935
3,217 5,142 3,414 3,650 3,974 4,322
Incoine
:
Labor income
Value of farm privileges
Labor earnings
Value of operator's time
...
Return to capital
Capital investment 7,947
— 53 921 399 722 675 407
391 663 537 693 655 704
335 1,584 936 1,415 1,330 1,111
545 890 770 737 1,269 881
— 204 608 2 391 — 212 — 18
11,540 7,460 6,927 7,640 9,180
*Tolal receipts from cane sold, including government payments.
**Value of unpaid family labor at the going wage rate, not including the labor of thelarm operator.
"Tepr"ci:,ed"L:ets"'"' °"
'"vestaen, a. 5 per cent of the
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TABLE II. Costs and Returns per Acre of Cane Grown on Family-Type
Sugar Cane Farms in Louisiana, Average 1938-40-42, 1943-
44-45, and annual 1946, 1947, 1948 and 1949
Costs and Returns
per Acre
Average Annual
1938-40-42 1943-44-45 1946 1947
1
1948 1949
Direct farm expenses —
_
XlCllt dllU. iix tcx t-O u...« •••
68.61
18.31
102.79
1
30.05
1
—Dollars
—
102.00
33.00
106.00
34.00
111.19
36.00
104.24
32.98
Total - - 86.92 132.84 135.00 140.00 147.19 137.22
Receipts from sources
16.85other than sugar cane
—
14.17 21.44 21.00 25.00 29.22
Net cost of producing
sugar cane 72.75 111.40 114.00 115.00 117.97 120.37
Total returns from cane
133.28
sold 71.27 135.22 129.00 143.00 142.96
Profit from sugar cane to
pay operator for his
12.91
— 1.48 23.82 15.00 28.00 24.99
Value of farm privileges
—
10.73 17.32 21.00 27.00 24.26 22.35
Total cash and non-cash 49.25
35.26profits from sugar cane- 9.25 41.14 36.00 55.00
Value of operator labor „, 14.96 23.16 30.00 28.00 47.00 28.06
Net gain over value of
7.20operator labor— — 5.70 17.98 6.0O 27.00 2.25
Acres of cane per farm 37 39 25 26 27 32
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TABLE III. Costs and Returns per Ton of Cane Sold for Family-Type
Sugar Cane Farms in Louisiana, Average 19'38-40-42, 1943-41-
45, and Annual 1946, 1947, 1948 and 1949
Costs and Returns per
Ton of Cane Sold
Average Annual
Direct farm expenses..
Rent and interest.._
Total
Receipts from sources other
than sugar cane
Net cost of producing sugar cane
Total returns from cane sold
Profit from sugar cane to pay
operator for his labor
Value of farm privileges
Total cash and non-cash profits
from sugar cane
Value of operator labor
Capital investment per ton
Tons of cane produced per farm
Tons of cane sold per farm
1
1946
1
1947
1
1948
1
1949
—Dollars-
4.14 4.86 6.01 6.31 5.60 5.74
1.12 1 401.4ia 1.91 2.07 1.81 1.81
5.26 6.28 7.92 8.38 7.41 7.55
M 1.01 1.25 1.53 1.47 .93
4.36 5.27 6.67 6.85 5.94 6.62
4.20 6.39 7.60 8.51 7.20 7.34
—
.16 1.12
.93 1.66 1.26
.72
.65
.82 1.24 1.59 1.22 1.23
.49 1.94 2.17 3.25 2.48 1.95
.93 1.10 1.79 1.69 2.37 1.55
13.34 14.29 16.08 14.77 14.25 16.05
691 874 464 469 580 603
633 830 431 435 536 572
TABLE IV Average Labor Returns to the Operator from the Sugar Cane
Enterprise for Family-Type Sugar Cane Farms in Louisiana,
Average 1938-40-42, 1943-44-45 and Annual 1946, 1947 1948
and 1949 '
I
Average ~ Annual
Costs and Returns
|
1938-40^2
[
1943-44-45
[
1946 [ 1947 | 1948 | 1949
n 4. J . Dollarst^osts and Returns per Farm
income ,.o™ sugar .ane 2644 5257 3273 3709 3860 4,93
^ , ;
'
-^700 4335 2874 2987 3185 ^791Cash profits to pay operator '^-^
^j:: :^%::T-;iin^;^z: ~ ^ Z 11^ '^l til zTotal profit to pay operator
'^^"^
- 335 1585 936 1415 1330 1111
Costs and Returns per H<^ur
Cash returns per hour
of labor* 09 oc
Non-cash returns per"W '^^
of labor*
Total returns per hour '^^ '28
l^l^or*
-..
.13
.62 37 55 ro ^Farmer's estimate of value per
'
hour of his labor 22
.35
.30
.29 50 35Minimum wage rate in the area** .16
.25
.40
.40 '.40 :41
TaTm arrepor'tirhv V "^'^'"^ ^"^^ full-time work on the
the^ear.
surveyed, or a total of 2,550 hours of work for
*TuKt:'t^rhVe:r! ^^^^^"^^^^ ^'^ ^^^-^--^ ^f Agri-
29
TABLE V. Tenure of Farm Operators Surveyed, Family-Type Louisiana
Sugar Cane Farms, Average 1938-40-42, 1943-44-45 and An-
nual 1946, 1947, 1948 and 1949
Average
|
Annual
Item 1 1938-40-42
]
1943-44-45
1
1946
1
1947
1
1948
1
1949
—Number-
Farms in each tenure group:
Full owners 136 97 195 189 139 159
Part owners and renters 145 46 80 93 91 115
Cash renters 86 48 80 90 104 73
106 52 148 128 171 153
473 243 503 500 505 500
Proportion in each group
:
28.8 39.9 38.8 37.8 27.5 31.8
Part owners and renters 30.6 18.9 15.9 18.6 18.0 23.0
Cash renters 18.2 19.8 15.9 18.0 20.6 14.6
22.4 21.4 29.4 25.6 33.9 30.6
Total 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0
TABLE VI. Distribution of Capital Investment on Family-Type Sugar
Cane Farms in Louisiana
Average Investment per Farm
Capital Items Owners ^^^nters
1942 1948 1942 1948
Dollars
Land 5,643 5,437 - -
Buildings 3,428 4,313 —
Total real estate 9,071 9,750 —
—
Workstock 747 380 520 383
Cattle - 318 360 155 175
Other livestock 214 209 105 168^
Total livestock 1,279 949 780 726
Tractors 537 1,133 14 1,025
Trucks 231 118 5 93
Farm automobiles _ 372 169 169 129
Other equipment 862 977 271 775
Total machinery & equipment 2,002 2,397 459 2,022
Total Investment 12,352 13,096 1,239 2,748
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TABLE VII. Costs of Mule Work on Louisiana Family-Type Sugar CaneFarms, Selected Years, 1&;>8-1949*
Cost per Mule iqqo TZTl1^^^ 1942 1945 1949
Grain, 2 tons..
Hay, 3 tons
Dollars
50 74 126 136
30 28 54 60
1 acre of pasture 5
Man labor, 114 hours 17 21 31
Depreciation!
-.q
Interest^
_
19 19444 4
Shoeing
, .
44c
veterniary and medicine 1 1 2 3
Use of building
Harness costs \ I ^
^
Total cost for year 136 ^63 255 287
Cost per hour3
.
14c 16c 26c 29c
*Based on special physcial requirements studies made in 1938 and 1941 and actualprices paid per unit for each year.
^Established on an average cost per mule of $150 and an average 8-year useful life
Interest on average value of $75 per mule at 5 per cent.
3Based on an average use of 1,000 hours per year.
TABLE
^^^^^^
Costs
Cost per Day of Use (9 hours) :
Fuel oil and gasoline
_
Lubricating oil and grease
Repairs
Other Cash costs
Total operating expenses..
Depreciation
Interest
Total overhead expenses..
Total costs
Operating costs per hour..
Overhead costs per hour
Total costs per hour..
1938-1947 1948 1949
Dollars
1.80 2.66 2.71
.34
.39
.54
.74 1.15 1.29
.27
.20
.39
3.15 4.40 4.93
2.03 3.78 2.31
.60
.96 1.16
2.63 4.74 3.47
5.78 9.14 8.40
.35
.49
.55
.29
.52
.39
.64 1.01
.94
160 311 392
Number of tractors studied per year
9-hour days of use per tractor per yeaZZZIZr li^ 9 "967Average value per tractor (dollars) 1326* 1854* 1994
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TABLE IX. Costs of Operating Farm Trucks on Family-Type Sugar Cane
Farms in Louisiana, 1948-1949
Costs
Cost per Mile of Use;
Gasoline
Oil and grease
Repairs
Tires
Insurance
License
Total operating casts..
Depreciation
Interest
Total overhead costs..
Total costs per mile
Number of trucks studied per year....
Miles of use per year
Average value per truck (dollars).
Average
1938-1947 1948 1949
-Cents-
1.88
.25
1.36
.83
.21
.23
4.76
2.05
.55
2.60
7.36
112
5408
580
2.19
.25
1.92
.87
.26
.15
5.64
2.71
.68
3.39
9.03
67
5749
787
2.37
.30
1.25
.82
.51
.14
5.39
2.69
.75
3.44
8.83
128
5132
777
TABLE X. Costs of Operating Farm Automobiles on .Family-Type Sugar
Cane Farms in Louisiana, 1948-49
Costs
Cost per Mile of Use:
Gasoline
Oil and grease
Repairs
Tires
Insurance
License
Total operating costs..
Depreciation
Interest
Total overhead costs..
Total costs per mile
Number of automobiles studied per year
Miles of use per year
Average value per car (dollars)
Per cent of use for farm ~
Average
J8-1947 1948 1949
—Cents
1.32 1.84 1.81
.19 .25 .26
1.08 1.49 1.06
.43 .44 .37
.06 .10 .21
.10 .05 .05
3.18 4.17 3.76
1.13 1.96 1.03
.34 .51 .46
1.47 2.47 1.49
4.65 6.64 5.25
278
5948
395
61
246
5955
605
50
316
6295
576
49
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TABLE XI. Volume and Cost of Man Labor on 500 Familv-Type Suaar
Cane Farms, 1949
"
Operator Other Family Hired Total
^^^^ Labor Labor Labor
Days per Farm :
Sugar cane production..
Sugar cane harvesting..
All other farm work
Total
Cost per 9-hour Day, Dollars:
Sugar cane production
Sugar cane harvesting
All other farm work
Average
Cost per Farm, Dollars:
Sugar cane production..
Sugar cane harvesting.,
All other farm work
Total
Hours per Acre in Cane:
Sugar cane harvesting
„
All other farm work
Total
Labor
79.3
49.2
83.6
19.3
16.7
23.0
65.1
163.7
41.9
163.7
229.6
148.5
212.1 59.0 270.7 541.8
3.94
5.16
3.77
Q Q/lo.o4
4.58
3.03
3.17
4.47
3.37
3.56
4.63
3.54
4.15 3.57 3.99 4.01
314
254
316
63
74
OS
206
732
142
583
1,060
526
884 205 1,080 2,169
22.6
14.2
23.8
5.5
4.8
6.5
18.6
46.8
11.9
46.7
65.8
42.2
60.6 16.8 77.3 154.7
.
Relation of Size of Farm to Costs and Returns for Family-lype Sugar Cane Farms in Louisiana, 1944-49
Costs and Returns
per Farm
1944 1946 1949
5>man Medium Large Small Medium Large Small Medium Largje
Farm Receipts:
Sugar Cane 1,344
973
4,720
552
13,823
1,166
—Dollars-
1,947
423
1,283 3,248All other income
628
616
7,831 8,834
634 642 335 570
Total 2,317 5,272 14,989 1,244 2,370 8,465 1,925 3,619 9,404
Farm Expenses:
Hired labor 592 2,110
2,117
4,949
5,951
144
845
493
1,247
2,786
4,145
269
1,219
719
All other costs 1,119 2,491
2,195 5,347
Total 1,711 4,227 10,900 989 1,740 6,931 1,488 2,914 7,838
Farm Income 606 1,045
605
4,089
1,465
255
199
630
268
1,534
747
437
253
705Interest costs
. 261 1^66
426 743
Labor Income 345 440 2,624 56 362 787 184 279 823
Acres of cane per farm 10 33 108 6 16 59 10 24 66
Tons of cane per acre 22 23 21 15 17 18 19 20 19
Number of farms. 52 29 29 159 183 101 178 174 148
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TABLE XIII. Variation in Yield per Acre, 500 Family-Type Sugar Cane
Farms, 1949
Range in Tons of Number of Average Yield Accumulative
Cane per Acre Farms yev Acre Percentage
Number Tons Per Cent
Less than 10 18 7.6 3.6
10.1 to 11.9 20 10.4 7.6
12.0 to 13.9 40 12.6 15.6
14.0 to 15.9 62 14.5 28.0
16.0 to 17.9 60 16.4 40.0
18.0 to 19.9 - 60 18.4 52.0
20.0 to 21.9 66 20.4 65.2
22.0 to 23.9...... 63 22.5 77.8
24.0 to 25.9 39 24.5 85.6
26.0 to 27.9 30 26.6 91.6
28.0 to 29.9 21 28.4 95.8
30.0 to 31.9 , 9 30.4 97.6
32.0 to 33.9 6 32.3 98.8
More than 33.9 „ _ 6 36.2 100.0
Total or average 500 19.4 —
TABLE XIV. Relation of Yield per Acre of Sugar Cane to Costs and
Returns for Family-Type Sugar Cane Farms in Louisiana,
1944-49
Yield
1
1944 1946 1949
Cost and Returns
|
per Farm
j
I
Low
Medi-
um High Low
Medi-
High Low
Medi-
um High
—Dollars
Farm Receipts
Sugar cane
All other income
4,862
970
5,730
701
6,147
1,097
1,562
623
3,874
427
5,288
588
2,024
432
4,686
507
5,006
708
Total 5,832 6,431 7,244 2,185 4,301 5,876 2,456 5,193 5,714
Farm Expenses
Hired labor
All other costs
2,096
2,822
2,204
2,066
2,487
2,795
496
1,402
1,264
2,175
1,733
2,711
531
1,834
1,239
3,105
1,249
2,821
Total - 4,918 4,270 5,282 1,898 3,439 4,444 2,365 4,344 4,070
Farm Income _ 914 2,161 1,962 287 862 1,432 91 849 1,644
Interest costs 721 565 327 257 407 531 323 521 519
193 1,596 1,635 30 455 901 —232 328 1,125
Acres of cane per farm 48 41 35 19 31 31 25 36 26
Tons of 'cane per acre .. .. 16 22 29 11 18 24 12 19 27
Number of farms 41 38 31 199 165 139 106 283 111
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TABLE XV. Relation of Proportion of Cropland in Sugar Cane to Costs
and Returns for Family-Type Sugar Cane Farms in Louis-
iana, 1944-49
Per cent of cropland in cane
1
1944
1
1946 1949
Cost and Returns
(
Medi-
1 1
Medi-
1
Medi-
1
per Farm | Low um
1
High
1
Low um
1
High Low um
1
High
Dollars
Farm Receipts
Sugar cane
All other income,,
1,582
1,547
4,632
502
10,746
596
894
1,059
2,642
534
5,411
199
1,914
907
4,181
374
7,173
304
Total ._ 3,129 5,134 11,342 1,953 3,176 5,610 2,821 4,555 7,477
Farm Expenses
Hired labor „.
All other costs
1,035
1,502
2,071
1,993
3,750
4,249
332
1,326
876
1,701
1,723
2,646
465
1,768
1,058
2,641
1,128
5,113
Total 2,537 4,064 7,999 1,658 2,577 4,369 2,233 3,699 6,241
Parm Income _ 592 1,070 3,343 295 599 1,241 588 856 1,236
Interest costs 293 686 1,070 315 355 428 352 448 614
Labor Income _ 299 384 2,273 —20 244 813 236 408 622
Acres of cane
per farm 11 36 81 8 21 41 14 31 55
Tons of cane per acre._ 21 22 22 16 18 19 20 20 19
Percentage of cropland
in cane 24 45 62 22 40 61 33 56 74
Number of farms 40 34 36 132 173 198 164 209 127
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